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September 3, 1502

Honorable Bruce Van Vooxhis

Judge of the Municipal Court

Walnut creek-Danville Municipal Court
G40 Ygnacio Valley Road

Halnut Creek, TR 94594

Dear Judge Van Voornist
The Commisaion on Judicial Performance has determined that
you should be publicly reproved for the condust sot forth balow:

You created the appearanee of prejudgment, contrary to
Canan 2A of the Code of Judicial Conduct, on the follewing
oooasion:

Thn Howvember, 1950, in a criminal case, you creatod the
appearance of prejudgment in your discussien of the caze in
epen court by ioproperly preodicting the outcome of the case.

You engaged in rnadntherized ex parte corranications,
contrary to Canon 3A{4) of the fode of Judigial Conpduct, on thea
following aococasions:

In Decembsr, 1990, in a probatlon vielation matter, you
impreperly ehgaged in an umanthorized ex parle communication
concerning a pending procecding when you telepboned an attorney
from court. Y¥ou asked the attorney wihether he had advised tha
defendant, who was appearing hefere you pro per, that a guilty
plea en = charge in another county conld result in Separate
punishmant for violaticon of prebation. Your cotmunication gave
the appearance of improper interference with an attorney-clisnt
relationship.

for several manths prier to approximately Jahuary. 19851,
you abgaged or attenpted Lo engage in wnauthorized ex parte
aomtunications coanssrning pending cases by perscnally making
telephone calls to defendants who did not appear in courkt: you
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cxplained te the commission that your purpose was to reschedals
the defendants’® appesrances ahd that yon were abla tao ©
reschednle sappoarances.

¥ou £ailed te fulfill youy judicial responsibility to be
patient, dignified and courteous to these with whom you deal in
an offielal capacity. contrary to Canon 34(3) of the Code of
Tudicial Conduct, =h the following ecoasionst

In two criminal eases in May, 1989 and April, 1590, your
condust during gquestioning of a potential juror in each case
caused that person to persaive a lack of sensitivity and to
fael intimidated by yvour questicning.

In Octoker, 1991, when arrangements for the loaning of the
neighboring court reporter faltarad, you chtered the adjeining
courtroon through a side door wearing your judielial robe and
imwediately directed that the court reporter hbe sent to your
courtreom. Your ipappropriste interruption of the proceedings
was an abuse of autharity.

on° twe oocAaslons, you gave directions to your court staff
in & menner which was parceived as harsh.

In two ¢riminal cases in Decerpher, 1933 amnd Decamber, 1990,
vou used a sarcastic and intimidating tone teward the attoyneys
appearing beforse you when they reguastarn continuances.

You impaired public confidence in the integrity of the
judiciary and brought the judiciary inkto disrepute through the
following conduct: g

Prior to your election campaign im 1986, ¥ou and your wife
ware divorced, but continuwed to live together. Durihg your
first judicial clection campaign in 1986, you referyged to her
ag "my wife" in your literaturs and in public. In making that
refersnas, you misinformed the public of your actwal marital
status.

The akove conduct warranted discipline snder Article VI,
section 12{£){2)} of the california Constitetion. In
particalar, it was conduct prejudicial to the adwinistration of
Justice that brings the judicial office inte disrepute.

In determinimg that & public reproval would be adegrate
discipline, the commission considered the aksense of prior
discipline, your recoghition that you should hawvs handled the
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ingidents differently, and your assurance that this conduct
will net be ropeated. This public reproval iz being iSsued
with your cansent.

Very traly yours

VIC‘ICiiIFL 8. HENLE‘f

Diractor-Chiefl Counsel
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